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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 



1 . Applicant's arguments filed 01/27/2003 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Please see the reasons below and the attached grounds of rejection. 

2. Applicant argues "Applicant submits again. . .and Khan et al." (page 2, paragraph 4 - 
page 3, paragraph 4). The argument is not persuasive because of the reasons put forth in the 
previous Office Action. The system of Bittinger et al. provides the same fundamental function 
of the system as defined in the specification and more specifically in the claims. The system of 
Bittinger et al. takes a work request and converts it into a format specific to the client/server 
(figure 2; column 3, lines 35-45; claim 1). This conversion is based upon a connection 
agreement for a work task (claim 1; column 3, lines 35-45). The connection agreement is the 
conversion of the client/server specific commands to and from the http data stream. This 
includes means for converting to a common data stream (http) and for marshalling data from one 
machine to another (abstract). Whether or not the applications on each machine are workflow 
applications does not change the basic function of the invention. In addition, the different 
machines can act as clients or servers depending on the request. 

Using this system with workflow applications is just one specific instantiation. 
Workflow applications are well known in the art and the motivation for combination is shown 
below. Additionally, mapping tables are a commonly used implementation and are an obvious 
modification to the system of Bittinger et al. (USPN 6,453,362) as shown below. As the 
motivation statements show below, this is not merely a reconstruction to meet the presently 
claimed invention but a set of related applications that render the application as claimed obvious. 
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3. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co,, 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

4. Applicant further argues "Skeen et al. . .of the present invention" (page 3, paragraph 5 - 
page 5, paragraph 2). The argument is not persuasive because the Skeen reference was used to 
show the use of mapping tables in the art. The reference shows a system wherein 
communication between applications is achieved via connector applications. The required 
conversions are achieved using mapping tables. Again, the motivation for this combination is 
repeated below. 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is 
based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on 
obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so 
long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the 
time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 
170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

5. Applicant further argues "Kahn et al.. .prior art rejection" (page 5, paragraph 3-4). The 
argument is not persuasive because the reference is being used in combination with others. Kahn 
et al. show a system using workflow applications in a similar manner to the workflow 
applications of the application. When combined with the format conversion functions of both 
Bittinger et al. and Skeen et al. (as shown below in the new grounds for rejection) this renders 
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the present invention obvious. Please note that all the fundamental functions of the claimed 
invention are disclosed in Skeen et al. and Bittinger et al. The Kahn reference is used to show 
the special case a motivation for utilizing workflow applications specifically. Workflow 
applications are common in the art and the combination of references renders the applicant's 
invention, as claimed, obvious. 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is 
based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on 
obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so 
long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the 
time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 
170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bittinger et 
al. (USPN 5,754,774) in view of Skeen et al. (USPN 5,557,798) and Khan et al. (USPN 
6,157,934). 

8. Regarding claims 1 and 10, Bittinger et al. (USPN 5,754,774) disclose a system for 
connection of a first server computer of a service requestor and a second server computer of a 



Application/Control Number: 09/433,427 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2153 

service provider, each of said first server computer and said second server computer being 
connected to at least one client computer comprising: 

a. Means for providing a first and a second connector application for permitting said 
first server computer access to a copy of said first connector application and for 
permitting said second server computer access to a copy of said second connector 
application (column 30, lines 45-54; column 3, lines 36-45). 

b. Means wherein said copies of first and second connector application each 
comprises a connection agreement for a first work task (column 30, lines 45-54; 
column 3, lines 36-45). 

c. Means for said first work task to be transposed from said first service terminology 
to an input data set in common terminology (column 30, lines 54-62; column 3, 
lines 36-45). 

d. Means for marshalling input data set to said second server computer over a 
common connection and said marshaled input data set being transposed to a 
second work task by said second server from common terminology into said 
second service terminology and said second work task being processed (column 
30, line 62 through column 31, line 7; column 3, lines 36-45). 

Although the system disclosed by Bittinger et al. (USPN 5,754,774) shows substantial 
features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose: 

a. Means wherein first server computer is running a first workflow management 
system application and said second server computer is running a second workflow 
management system application. 
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b. Means wherein said first work task is part of a first workflow instance 
encompassed by said first workflow management system application. 

c. Means wherein said first connector application further comprises a first mapping 
table including a first service terminology and a common terminology, and which 
copy of said second connector application further comprises a second mapping 
table including a second service terminology and said common terminology. 

d. Means wherein first work task is transposed by said first mapping table 

e. Means wherein said marshaled input data is transposed to a second work task by 
said second mapping table from said common terminology. 

f. Means wherein said marshaled input data is processed by said second workflow 
management system. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification to the system disclosed by Bittinger et al. (USPN 5,754,774), as evidenced by 
Skeen et al. (USPN 5,557,798) and Khan et al. (USPN 6,157,934). 

In an analogous art, Skeen et al. (USPN 5,557,798) teach a system for translation of 
requests between servers and clients having: 

a. Means wherein said first connector application further comprises a first mapping 
table including a first service terminology and a common terminology, and which 
copy of said second connector application further comprises a second mapping 
table including a second service terminology and said common terminology, 
(figure 11; column 14, line 54 - column 15, line 1). Note that the X.409 format is 
a common format that can be transported via Ethernet. 
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b. Means wherein first work task is transposed by said first mapping table (figure 
11; column 14, line 54 - column 15, line 1). Note that the DEC machine converts 
to the common format via a conversion table. 

c. Means wherein said marshaled input data is transposed to a second work task by 
said second mapping table (figure 11; column 14, line 54 - column 15, line 1). 
Note that the second application converts from the X.409 format to IBM specific. 

Given the teachings of Skeen et al. (USPN 5,557,798), a person having ordinary skill in 
the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Bittinger et 
al. by the use of mapping tables for conversion, as disclosed by Skeen et al. (USPN 5,557,798) in 
order to allow for configuration changes by the end user or system administrator without 
additional software development. This also allows for the conversion to always be the same, if a 
new application is inserted, it must generate a conversion table, but all the other applications are 
unchanged. Please note that although this reference teaches specific hardware types, the function 
translates to any applicable platform. 

In an analogous art, Khan et al. (USPN 6,157,934) teach a system for workflow 
management having: 

a. Means wherein first server computer is running a first workflow management 
system application and said second server computer is running a second workflow 
management system application (column 2, lines 29-34). 

b. Means wherein said first work task is part of a first workflow instance 
encompassed by said first workflow management system application (column 2, 
lines 29-34). 
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c. Means wherein said marshaled input data is processed by said second workflow 
management system (column 2, lines 29-34). 
Given the teachings of Khan et al. (USPN 6,157,934), a person having ordinary skill in 
the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Bittinger et 
al. by employing workflow applications, such as disclosed by Khan et al. (USPN 6,157,934) in 
order to provide the function of passing work tasks from one server to another and to constrain 
the message format and type between the servers to this specific application type. Please note 
that the specification of server to server or server to client communications is not significant in 
the claim. It is obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that these machine types are 
interchangeable and can represent separate processors on a single machine. Please note that this 
reference is used to show that the motivation for utilizing the basic function as defined above in 
the special case of workflow applications existing on the machines. Also please note that the 
terms server and client can be interchangeable depending on the present function of the machine. 
9. Regarding claims 2 and 1 1, Bittinger et al. (USPN 5,754,774) (as applied to claims 1 and 
10) teach all the limitations as described above. Further, they teach: 

a. Means wherein said processed second work task generates a result, said result 
being transposed from said second service terminology into an output data set in 
said common terminology, said mapped output data set being marshaled to said 
first server computer over said common connection, and said marshaled output 
data being transposed from said common terminology into said first service 
terminology (column 31, lines 58-64; column 3, lines 36-45) 
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Although the system disclosed by Bittinger et al. (USPN 5,754,774) shows substantial 
features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose: 

a. Means wherein said result is transposed by said second mapping table and said 
mapped output data set being transposed by said first mapping table. 
Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Bittinger et al. (USPN 5,754,774), as evidenced by 
Skeen et al. (USPN 5,557,798). 

In an analogous art, Skeen et al. (USPN 5,557,798) teach a system for translation of 
requests between servers and clients having: 

a. Means wherein said result is transposed by said second mapping table and said 
mapped output data set being transposed by said first mapping table (figure 11; 
column 14, line 54 - column 15, line 1). Note that in the reference, two different 
platforms share data by converting it to a common format. 
Given the teaching of Skeen et al. (USPN 5,557,798), a person having ordinary skill in 
the art would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Bittinger et 
al. (USPN 5,754,774) by employing the use of a mapping table for conversion, as disclosed by 
Skeen et al. (USPN 5,557,798) in order to allow for configuration changes by the end user or 
system administrator without additional software development. 

10. Regarding claims 3 and 12, Bittinger et al. (USPN 5,754,774) (as applied to claims 1 and 
10) teach all the limitations as described above. They further teach means wherein said copy of 
said first connector application resides in a first access device of said service requestor; said first 
access device comprising a first access computer including said first connector application 
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(column 30, lines 45-54; column 3, lines 36-45). Please note that the connector application can 
exist in the client, the server, or in two client machines depending on where the actual processing 
is taking place. 

1 1 . Regarding claims 4 and 13, Bittinger et al. (USPN 5,754,774) (as applied to claims 1 and 
10) teach all the limitations as described above. They further teach means wherein said copy of 
said second connector application resides in a second access device of said service provider; said 
second access device comprising a second access computer including said second connector 
application (column 30, lines 45-54; column 3, lines 36-45). Please note that the connector 
application can exist in the client, the server, or in two client machines depending on where the 
actual processing is taking place. 

12. Regarding claims 5 and 14, Bittinger et al. (USPN 5,754,774) (as applied to claims 1 and 
10) teach all the limitations as described above. They further teach means wherein said copy of 
the first connector application resides in said first server computer of said service requestor 
(figure 2). Please note that the connector application can exist in the client, the server, or in two 
client machines depending on where the actual processing is taking place. 

13. Regarding claims 6 and 1 5, Bittinger et al. (USPN 5,754,774) (as applied to claims 1 and 
10) teach all the limitations as described above. They further teach means wherein said copy of 
the second connector application resides in said second server computer of said service provider 
(figure 2). Please note that the connector application can exist in the client, the server, or in two 
client machines depending on where the actual processing is taking place. 

14. Regarding claims 7 and 16, Bittinger et al. (USPN 5,754,774) (as applied to claims 1 and 
10) teach all the limitations as described above. They further teach means wherein the copy of 
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the first connector application resides in the first client computer (figure 2). Please note that the 
connector application can exist in the client, the server, or in two client machines depending on 
where the actual processing is taking place. 

15. Regarding claims 8 and 17, Bittinger et al. (USPN 5,754,774) (as applied to claims 1 and 
10) teach all the limitations as described above. They further teach means wherein the copy of 
the second connector application resides in the second client computer (figure 2). Please note 
that the connector application can exist in the client, the server, or in two client machines 
depending on where the actual processing is taking place. 

16. Regarding claims 9 and 18, Bittinger et al. (USPN 5,754,774) (as applied to claims 1 and 
10) teach all the limitations as described above. They further teach means wherein the first 
workflow application is essentially the same as the second workflow application (column 3, lines 
35-45). Note that the connection agreement on each end converts the message to the native 
format for the client/server application. The applications share data and can provide essentially 
the same functionality. 



17. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kevin Parton whose telephone number is (703)306-0543. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00AM - 4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on (703)305-4792. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703)746-9242 for regular 
communications and (703)746-7238 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)305-3900. 



Kevin Parton 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2153 
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April 21, 2003 
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